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Introductiim

, r The problems7of single-parent families are legion. In this paper, we

review some of themajor problems with which 'singleparents and their children
areforced. to cope, and then foci's oh the issue' we judge th.fie most
namMy;:insuring adequate flnancial;support for children at the time-of and
folTowing creation of the single-parent 'family:1

.

Sc
wo considei.ations condition.our analyses, First,. it is possible that. 1

some social critics have been unnecessarily-alarmist:about recent statistics.
di,splution.' To be sure, divorce. 1's a., tragedy, and itt effects on

all fomilythembers.-.-inc1odiiig children who Ore usually innocent bystanders
r with any'-influencesover the course of .events- -are difficult at' best an

dOva- ,t+ng-at worst. lnd yet.,-we have known for SOM. time (Nye, 1957) that
two-Parent families...with:high conflict have negative effects .on children--

FortieTover-80% 0.-divorqing.indivAuals remarry and judge themselves to. he
h,3ppir r. in thOir second. than first marriage (Campbell, Converse, 14:Rogert7,

.'..1,9.16).i And although research has shown that most children experiefte
dev(4mental and.behavioraI problemsat the time of divorce and separiition,
researth,has also shown. that children tend to recover as the conflict and
disorgaieation of separation and divorce begin to wane. In,short, although
the negative side of family dissolution and its'ffects onchildren-art.

di.vurce is not without its benefits, .Moreover, some individuals--
adultsand.children-,have the self - righting capacity to recover from the .

experience 4f family dissolution.. Thus, although we wilj argue that divorce
and its attendant affects is an important social problem. that should be ..

addre.4ised,by public policy, we wish to avoiCthe CaSsandra-like_tone that
soMetfmes accompanies

'

discussions of divorce.'
. . .

I1`: second consideration' that conditions oor analysIS is that there are--.
and Oiould he- -clear limleations 'on what government can 'do to help families ih
distr'es's. The.traditilhal view, of government family policymight he
crisis-torientation (Doketki A Moroney,.1983; Sieiner,:1981).. Thus, goverhment
has traditionally come to the assistance of familieS in case.'of pdverty,

viol'ence, and similar conditions that indicate a family's. inability._ to' .

fundtion adequately. The perspective we adopt in this analyslt it that
government intervention,Jn family life is appropriate on 1'y when two conditions '
are met: a)ithe'familyritself and other forms 'of private,. nongovernmental.
asstance. helve been. shown to he inadequate, ands: h) there is. logical or
emAOrical evidence that government intervention can produce poSitive
011COMPS.

.
,..

iThroughout.thiS analysis we. refer to single-parent fmilies as being
*ded by females. We acknowledge that'men also' head singlpparent Families,
hq, ohly about 1114,of all.singld-rparent families in the.U.S.ate headed by
ii les (Gersick,1979). Beqause.of thtS, and because the economic consequence,'
ri single,larenthood'are more severe fot Woilien than men,- we focuS ov
,aitention on female- headed single,parentjwilles.

,IT...
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It is also instructive to consider 'the timinlof proposed'intervent1ons
in what can be called the "marital cycle." From this perspective, marriage.
and divorce are seen as components of a cycle of family formation and _

'dissolution across the.lifecourse, rather than as isolated events. This is
'not to diminish.thesimkrtance 'of single .pOtner relationships; but rather to
recognize that changes in family structure do occur, and can occur repeatedly
or cyclically for a given indiviOual In:qpnstructing policies. concerned with
marriage and divorce,then,..thes'analyst needs to be sensitive to thP different
kinds of suppOrts or services that may be needed.by family members At .

different stages in the marital cycle. .

.

6

Figurel shows-the five pr4marylmarital stages: premarri age, marriage,

.
. .

.divsoOte, remarriage, and widowhood (postmarrtage). Litted under each are
examples of policy options of potential benefit to indiVidUals at the various
marital. stages. With regard todivorce, One could take agenerally preventive

,stages. For e ample, id an attempt to'prevect divorce, California currently
i(

approach by chap resourceseling resources Into programs in the premarital and marital

requires couplesunder age 19 to particJpAte. in a program of'premarital
-counseling before i marriage license can be issued. Coverage bf marital
counseling services by federal andthird-party health insurors would be an
example of .policy directed toward preventing divorce by attempting to
strengthen arrialges. 4

V b,

We stated earlier our,perspeCtive that government intervention in

.

families was justified only in the absence of other sources of assi tance and
evidence that intervention producesdesired outc es..

in the presence of
Premarital Artg.marital couns ling, .however, have not convincingly b en shownim

iie
to either reduce divorce or improve the quality of marriage in t14 population.
Neither can,a strong .case: made for government'proilision of these services,
since they are available from private-sector 'therapists, religious
organizations,.and other sources. A'similar situation exists for most
;preventive efforts.aimed at behavioral or social conditions, and for most of
the policy options listed in Figure 1 under the premarriage, marriage, and
remarriage stages.

. .

By contrast, policy initiatives directed tOwardamelioration of specific
problems faced by families are more likely to meet ourconditi3Ons of
appropriateness for government involvement ancitobe accessible to empirical
evaluation. .Further, as rlesirable ,bs prevention may -be as an idealo'polltical
reality almost invariably dictates that the-crisis orientation'model will,
prevail in developing public policy. One sucli,crisis is family ditsolutibn,-

. arid we have decided to focus on one of the majdr pot problems created by
the divorce stage of the marital cycle;namely, chil upport:

This
i

Choice was made on the basis of available eMpltical idence on, A e
extent and severity. of problems faced brdiVorcing individuals an their',*
children. In addition, c011d support policies are currently in bpe atiO
enabling us to obtain data on their current effectiveness and to m e ilrmeli...projections of their-potential for improvement.- With- these consi ratio i in'"
*ind, then, we turn' to an examination of the pplems faced by d orcinVl.adults and their children.

Sing1e Parent
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Figure 1

e
;Marital iStages and. Selected P.olticies Affecting Families"\--.

,
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Premarri.age
1 s

Ma ripi a ge Divorce

0*

I
Remarriage /Widowhood

POLICIES: Contraception Income Supports.0
1. . Employment

Counseling t,
Support Groups;

Special Services

01.
'Mediating

Structures

Taxation

Marital Counseling
'& Enrichment

Parent Education

Family Planning

Divorce Counsel ing

Custody

Arrangements

Supporta Groups

Income upports

Daycare

Divorce Mediation

Child Support

Employment

/Taxation

Remarital Counsel-lag " Health Care

Steppardnting Social Support
, -

Child Custody, Support, ' Income Supports
Visitation

.Housing

r

A

p . .41The-Policiu .1 istqd here are not meant to be exhausti ve, but rgther to indicate the major supports and.,

1/4 interventions that social scientists, lawyers, and others, have proposed to assist family memb,egis.

. iv,
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'd4r Problem Statement

I

. 10 One approach to policy analysistegins with a clear statement of the
probl (Haskins, 1980; Haskins & ,Oallagher, 1981).' There are two major
.advantages of thts-apprOlc4. First, it enables all concerned .to understapd
both how the analyst defines the policy problem.andwhy-or whether--thit''
particular problearequirps public, attention-and:investment.. Second, defining,
the problem sets the stage for evaluating policy alternatives by outlining the
number an&charaCteristics of individuals' and groups who are affected by the
problem, deicribing the consequences of the problem, and tracing the results_.
of previoul!Ettemptt to deal with the problem. AWith these considerations in
mind, theni.we turn to an analysis of problems associated."with family
dissolution.

Trends in Family Composition

Divorce.olthough.we are currently in an era of high divorce rates,
substantial'changes over time in divorce rates are not unusual. For example,
before World War II divorce rate in America was quite low,: about 2 per.

1,000 population. By 1946, however,.dUe irt:large part to disruptions caused
by. mar, the rate had4climbed to 4.3. Not surprisingly, gilyen therelatively'
stable economy and the generally.tonservatiVe temper of the times, the:Aiyorce..
rate then fell steadily until it reached alow of'2.2 in 1960,.. Jhe:divorce
rate then began to climb until it reached an all-time high of .3per. 1,060
population in 1979. Since.1979; however, provisional figures suggest that the
divorce rate may have levOed off somewhat at about half the marriage rate.
Thus, in 1980 there was a marriage rate of 10.6 and a divorce rate of 5.2 per
1,000 population. Translated to actual numbers, in.1980 there were about 2.4
million marri-ages-and 1.2 mignon diVorces (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1979;
U.S. AattonaliCenter for Health Statistics, 1982).

c4t /

Focusing specifically on data for(North Carblfna, slightly more than
128,000 marriages ended in divorce ln 1980. The divorce, rate in North Carolina
stood at. 4.8 per 1,000 population in 1980, somewhat lower than that for the
-United States as a whole. Between 1970 and 1980, however, the number of
divorces in the state increased by 105% while theolumber of divOrces
nationwide increased by 67% (Campbell, undated;-.U.S.- National Center for
Health Statistics, 1980).

North Carolina also has one of the lowest marriage rates in the Unitd
States. The 1880 marriage rate of 7.9 per 1;000 population *needed the rate .

'in only three bthipr states, and was well beloW the national marriage rate of
10.6 (U.S.'Natiodal Center forHealth Statistics, .1902),., Roughly 46,790
couples married in the.state in 1980, representing a decline of 3.3% over the
number of marriages in 1970er,By contrast, during the 1970,1,:s there was an
increase of 11.8%'ih thenUmller of..marrtageSliationwidq.

.

Children of. divorOei As interesting as divorce and marriage statistics
might 'be, of even greater impqrtance for our purposes are data showing that

Id .the number-of,..children_iMplved ln.diyorce has increased dramatically in 4

retentears In fact; 10'1976 more than 1,100090 children were involved ih.
divor'ce, and there,is no reason to belAve thatfewer childrenhave been
involved'tn any year since 1976 (U0S,'Bureau. of the Census, 1979). In Nort'.
Carolina al o06, mai* than 25,000. Chtldren live experienced their parents'
eprCe eacp year for the last several years.

A
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That more thon 1 mfllion children experiende divorce in any. given year,
however, does not tell inelfuJ1 story. Paul lick (1979) has recently
summarized census data concerning the living Strangements of children less.
than 18.years of age. Ai shown in Table 1, since:1960 there has been a
coy tant detline in the Aumber o( children living with two parents.' Thus, in

bout 88%'of all children Were living With two parents (including ,*
tituted families), but by 1978*this figure had, declined to 78%. Glfck
ates that this figure continue .to decline, and will reach '71% by

In addition, th4pefCentage df'children living with both' natural .

rents had declined to ,63 % in 197,8, and is expected to decline to .56% by

1978 more than 14% of all children were living 1n 0 female-headed
family, reatec by divorce, separation; or but-of-wedlock births. M over_ ,
Glick (1 9) rojects that this figure will rise to 21% by 1990. aken
together, ese figures suggest that between 40% and 50% of al children will
spend some time--perhaps about 5 years on average (Bane, 1976) -in a
single-parent family before their 18th birthday.

,

These numbers lead us to conclude that a ,very substantial minor'' of
,children now spend a not insignificant portion of their lives in a
female-headed)family, and most of them will Also have expertgried the trhume
of separation, divorce, or both.

Effects of Divorce on Adults

And what are the likely effects of 'divorce and living in a female-headed
family, on parents and children? A brief review of information on this'.
question will demonStrate that the trends reviewed above constitute a 'serious
public problem.

. .

db.

Separated and divorced adults have repeatedly been shovin to be at.greater
risk of psychological and physical disturbance than individuals in any other .

marital status category. A number of studies of admissions to inpatient and
outpatient psychiatric facilities have found that divorced individuals are'
from 3 to 22 'times more likely to ,seek treatment than are"married individuals
(Bloom, Asher, & White, 1978). Further, when admission rates allow one to
distinguish between 'the separated and the divorced, rates for the separated
are substantially Nigher than those for the divorced, suggesting that 3 APII
psychological disturbance is greatest at the time of greatest trauma; namely,
around the time couples separate.

10

The prevalence of both acute and Chronic alcoholism ts' also greater among
the divorced than among the married (Bloom et al.,'1978). Moreover, aistudy
of a representative sample of 2,300 Chicago residents showed the divor6ed and
separated to be significantly more depressed than widowed, .single., or married
individuals (Pearlin & Johnson,. 1277).

f

i
Divorce is also associatedwtth an increased risk-of death due to motor

vehicle accidents, suicide, and homicide. Accidentrates have been found to
he elevated for the separated and divorced as much as 6 months prior to and fi
months fo)lowing the date of:divorce (McMurray, 1970). DivOrcedadults are
alsd twice as likely to commit suicide as are. the married, and are from 2 to 1
times more likely to become a4ct)m,of homicide (Bloorket,,al. 1978).'

,
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Hying Arrangements of Children.for

"! Selected Years,: 1960-1990.

4

.Living Arrangement
4

Year

1960° 1970. 1978

Living With Two Parents 87.5 83.11 77.7

Living with One, Parent 9.1 13.4 18.6

Maher only 7.9 11,..i 17.0

a Divorced 1.9 3,.5 6.9

Husband Absqnt 3.7 4.5°.

Widowed 2.0 2.4 2.0

.Wier Married 0.3 1.1 2.6

Father only 1.1 %1.9 1.6

0,

Living with Neither Parent 3.4 3.5 4.0

Note. All data are percentales.

Sotfrce: Glick, 1979, Table 1, p. 171.

4

1$.

k

1990

(Projected

71

.25

23 .

10

7
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The diprced,sand to an even greater extent the separated, are also in
s qmificantly poorer health than their married, single,,or-widowed
counterWarts. Age - wasted rates of restricted activity days, incidence of

;

acute.diseases,tnumbe of phYSician visits per year, and occurrence of short .

hospital stays all ahlighest for the separated and divorced (Witder, 1976) ..

Further, deaths due to'several types gf cardtovascular,dtseases have been
found to occur wjth greater frequency in the separated and dtvorced, than in
the married (Lynth, 1977).

These findihgs PepOesenZ 0 large body of'research which has consistently
shown that divorce and separation are associated with increased.risk of °

Pochologtal find physical problems among adults. They do not, hOwever, allow
firm conclusions as to whether divorce preceded.Dr followed the .increoed
risk: One could argue that individuals with-mental or pohysical problems would
he less likely.to remain married,.and thus would be overrepresented among the-
divorced. A second explanation is -that marriage.itsef provides some degree

.

of prdtection from these conditions. Finally, it,could be argued that divorce
engenders disruptions and stresses to the extent that the divorced are damaged
by their'exporienm ` '

Although the necessary large-scale, 'longitudinal studies have not been
conducted to allow a. firm choice among these competing explanations, evidence
from several studies suggests that-stresses inherent in the transition from
Marriage td divorce mayaccount for most of thnegative effects ofdivorce.
Bohannon (1970), n discussiing the tasks involved trAnsitio4.from
.marriage,to divorce, descabed six aspects of the divorce experienc': 1) the
emotional divorce, 2) thelegal divorce,.31) the economic divorce, 4)the
-coparental divorce, 5) the community divorce, and 6) the psychic divorce.
ComMon to all oiktheSe six "statlbhs of divorce" are changes in life style. and
the potential fEr considerable stuss.

Hetherington, Cox, and Cox (1977), for example, followed 48 divorced and
48 intact.families. for a.period of 2 years-. They found that the main areas of
change and Stiress experienced by'the, divorced adults were.in: a) practical
problems of living such as employment, income, and operating a household; b)
self-concept and identity; and c) interpersonal problems. Many of the
divorced parents reporteisdramatic increases in household disorganization nand
generally chaotic.life styles with little regularity of meals or sleep.
Divorced couples faced greater' economic difficulty in trying to maintain
separate households, some increasing their workload in an attempt to earn more
money. In addition, one of the main areas of.conflOtt between divorced.
persons was ,found to be.finances...-

Hetherington and her colleagues also found'that divorced adults reported
feeling siOificantly more anxious! depressed, angry, reiected, and
incompetent than their married counterparts. These feelings were particularly
prevalent awing divorced mothers, who also felt their lives to be out of
control even years following divorce. Both divorced fathert and mothers
expressed heightened feelings of loneliness and isolation, and although.
fathers engaged in increased dating and sociel'activity immediately following,
divorce, to levels of social activity of lipth males and females were .,

essentially the same 2 years after the divfrce.
a,

An especially sigeificant finding of the Hetheri on study was .the
marked difference between the parenting styles of mareied and divorced mothers.0

A

10
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.,and fathe;-.s. Divorcea parents Wereless:affectionat,e,with their children,4
'communicated Tess with their children, and were more tnansistent In
.discipline than were Married parenis. Hegtherington also obseryed a "coerciye*.
cycle' occurring-between divotced.parlpts and their children-in which the
children were less compliant,thian children from intact marriages, while
divorced parents were less effective in handling their clilldren than Are
married parentl. On the who10, Hetherington found that.mothers txpeHenced
.the greatest-dMitulty with their children,. espeCially with sons. Similar.
patterns of reduced4arenta4 effectiveness, coupled with increased child
misbehavior, wee also reported by Wallerstein And Kelly (1980) in a 5.-year

.

longitudinal fdflOwup'of divo'rce'd families% :.

hile the phenomenon_we-Lcalling "d)vbi%ce" is actually a'Complex
-

proc. s occurring across a long.span of time-, the Oedominant feature of the
divorc process iselife change And.stress6The work. of Pearlin and Johnson
(1977) uggests that the increased levels Of deRreS-Sion found in'the diVorced
and sep rated are more.strongly linked to economic hardShip, social isolation,
and increased parenting i%esponsibilities than to marital status...per se:
Further, a long history of research supports the linkage bkween stress and

4'.' physiological changes-leading' to emotional and physicil.disability, and even
death (Henry & Cassel, 19691.. .

.
.. .

, Thus, it is our fkisition that,. while divorce may be a constructive
treatment for an ai/lng *marital relationship.i% the long run, in the short run
marital dissolutiwf,is likely to engender severe Strtss'and.emotional
upheaval. 1.4e increased' rates of physical and pwchological,problems seen in
the separated nd divorced are likely to be a result of thestress of marital

1 dissolution r her than the ca(se.: From.a.polky perspective,-hens.progAms .

or services whi h act to hitlpi redufe the stress of divOrce are desirable.,
!

,

eilfr ,
f4

. . .

e following di of these
.

of children, it:-
will. h come,apparemt that poligies which reduce, the .stret$ef on-d1Vorce(V
Werlis, acid especially mothers, show the greatest promise.ofbenefi ng

, \hildren and adults experiencing marAtal dissolution.

0 t
Effects of Divorce on. Children i.,

- , \
4 Early research assessing the effectt of div*'rce e,f, children focused on

the ,relationship between father absence and tht so and in'tellectual
development of children, etpect,1,11).,boys. More ceptly, interest has shifted
from the presence or absenVe ofoa fath as t a critical factor ..ih-thildren's
adjustment to more.detailed examinati orts o he behavioral .and social factors
impinging on-children befbre, durin4; a after the onset of Marital

.

.

disruptIon.:, ,. . . ..,

1

...:Fobr Major categories Of dies'havEr_adAreSsed t..e.- 0 ow rig issues: 1).li 'I'll 1
:: 2 .the relatidnship.between fat absence d'dqpnOeht behavior;', 2) the effgct
:of Of*fafher absence on sex ,e jcientf I, 3 hemeffectS-of divorce Orl -'

',:shiolcion"-St intelligenc nd academri achfevelnent; and .4) ttpjrpciden6y of :

:.,

,,, psytOolOgihIi emot al, and sOS, lization di urt.aricestah;children of e

di.vorcp. In) rev ng these fou ategories:0 -stOles,.44iwill follpw as L,,
closeq as pos 1 the language the on '1'' 'reiealtch .in/ctesil .115ing de

15effects .ass,oiiated with "father A ificany,..4ith .div ee.
1/4... 1
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Delinc(uency. . A positive association frequently has been eated tiptwo55,;-.. .,(

father absence and rates of socia.11y di' ^. 0,cive or- delixtuent behav
.---::::.Herzog and Sudia (19 3), Sh/olog'd hat available data. _lie).-,q...

existence of only a modest corrblatipn 'be een marital di 0.01-
delinquency. Tneitr fin'dings indlcated that father-abseft'"

and
ldren were more

. .'likely to be charged with delinquent acts and to,be:-,. ; .ecuted than were -children from intact families." '{Nonetheless,. .s.'; 'and Sudia 'suggest that
specific factors related `to fat er..absenc- t r 4 not Simply father absence

,.*.itselfare sufficie,n.t,,to eocco nt for t i ....secved differences. in delinquency -rates. 'These. factors. incluoi leva , velS of stress and conflict in,the
home, decreased.inaternal dilc p .,:%.3, effectiveness, reduce.dancomik.,.expo'ure

io 6

10 .9 m a attribu7 to the4dildotefamily 1)y: be
. to negat Oaks -role *models,

0.,. .. :,, , A-40 0. . . ..
. .Srveral..charatteristics have been ci4e4.1ip evidence .

. tor disturseOV' ro 'e devel.opMent in father,,absent boys.' Among these navebeen al 1 eg.-4, emi ni ne. responte 4.4tterns 'to struc red dol I pl ay., situations:, .
more le 0 ine respo.n te,..mascu,linity-feminini al es , r)d, 4., .. ',ve i.,11quantitati ve dts rdPanties in .achievem t, t st scores.' Draweing!'again

m the excel:lent revi. w,';by yerzog:la (197 ),' we find that studies
Nye reportegio dififer rites about WS:oft as they have' reported Idifference's
1,:letween fathffcabsenVand lather4present' ys. on -purpor,ted teasures cif .-'' A'../masculinity. .Furthr, what is .actually being qgeasured by the dol 1-play Awl: ,,:
masculinity scales usfid'in these stiudies-is.far frdin clear./ By \apd. larg,

. these studies are .91,dracteriz.ed by .1tereotyped. views of maaidil inity,., and;
femininity which have., nOt. be.en' ghown to. prediCt adult,' ben Vtior..

is -also fr'equently cited as evid4r for.-sex r%lelnipai rMent among. t enless
A difference in verba.l. an'd qu;ritativeperfOrmance! on standard ed tests

*boys (Nelson id Maccdby4-1960). According to this view, father-absent-males
are more similar to' females thar to other males, because, they score 0.90r:on.
'verbal than onLquaiititative portion's of tests. ; The data are not' Cl.e.at;

- hnweioer, as to whether this,,discrep: represenfs. depressed. quantitati vesccfes or elevated verbal scores.. In -eit r caket, the appearinte of. thts
pattern in. mal eit kas been interpreted ds,e i &ince of .sex Tole distuitance."
.addition, depending on the social .class. of, he saMpleiloder ,tudy, 'lowered
verbal and. uantitative 'Scores. 4,aye ,both be n found to be, reliated td father.

....

absence, re rdless of. s,ex-of the child (Herein & S.udia;,1973; Shinn; '1978).
. . , (, . .4 , ., .. ' , ' . ,.

Jtesearch examining the relatio ship between' 'father alsehce, delinque y'and elcsole.4 deVelopmillt suggeSts t ildrsn 'may be a.ffected by:the l'a orresthcted -availability .of their fat due Se separation and.--diVorce. The:results of' these studies', however, dO net' sUpport the traditioinal.:,. ', . ,

de

interpretation that the lo s of 'a father figure leaiis t,o antisocial .., vi or'or feminiztition in males. hat they 4do suggest is that marital dis on is
ass iatted,,with life. changesrancf stress which make"adeqUaote paren. more4 dJIf icjilt for dii/orced mothers ed growing Up more,diffibult,gbr.c dren".r------ The .e opomic hardship of divorcekmay very well af,'OurAt fqr much/ of the
uverre resentation of fatherlesschildren,injyven'lle urts. ,Not only is lowi n cd correlated with likkl i hood or prosecution' for) ju enii?' offenkes, ,butltmot' ls'o play a ajor role to the etiology of inquent benylor by reduding

!' It bility of he eustodi4) parent.tovrovide a./stable and..%Apportive ?time4nd neighbor od enyirorment. 1.
'.1 ,
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. Anteltigence,and.achlevemenk, 'father absence,'especially when due to
separation and.diyorce, has been 1140 to lowered intelligence (I0Jscores
And decrements in.School achievement.: Childi'en who have experienced.divorce
store significantlillower tn,IO.meaiuret,-than cbildrentfrom. intact families,
and this differencd may increase mitetime*after the divorce occurs. The
relationship -between7dtvorce:a0d,sdhool aChieveMent it,less clear, although it
appear's that divorce does: indeed interfere with. acadeMic'performance.

. .

Shinri°0978).'Summarized findingslrom.28'studies of father absence and
.

,

children's cognitive development;',16,found detrimental. effects of father
absence",- 9..fouridno.effects, and 3 found mixed effeCts. Of the studies
reporting negatiie effects on IQI.decrementsAf up to .9 standard deviation.
units' were found relative.to children in intact families. In their .

longitudinal ,study of children-of diyoroefrHetheringtOn, Cox, and Cox 1979)
found no difference in IQ between children from divorce0Rand intactjamilies
at 2 months'and 1.year following divorce,' At _.the 2-year follOw-up, however,

.childred from diyofced families scored.signifiCantly lower.on perforMance IQ
A97...5) than their coUnterpartS in intact families (1.1.4)....'

)
. .

The relationshlp betWeen livorce.and academic achieVementis more
-,difficUlt to determine. In their.revieW of the-retearchopridr to .1973, Herzog
and Sudia (1973) concluded that.there were no significant differences in
school.achievemeht between children from'intact and father-ab

0P
t families

di
The differences It the literature between thesp two gr were

L.,a
attributed more to low r socio-economic status among single-p It househOlds
than to'any specific ch cteristic of the children. Shinn (1978) -found
"evidence'of achievement-decrements of up to 1.6 years on standardized tests.
and a difference of comparable-magnitude in grade point average in children
from siulezpar,ent familieScompared to-those in intact families.

Thus, studies of father-absent children, especially those for which
father absence is due to separation or divorce., do in fact show that children
from divorced families score lower on IQ and achievement than tneir°
counterparts from intact famflies. As was the case for delinquency rates and
'sex roles, ho4tve6. the reasons for the effects of divorce appear to be more
related to stresses on and within the-post-divorce families than simply to 'the
absence °of the fathers. Santrock' (1972), for.example, found decrements in
children's cognitive `performance prior to as well as after parental
separation, suggesting that the conflict and stress accompanying divorce may
play a Significant role.

Another explanation of these intellectual deficits, offered by .

Hetherington and her colleagues .(1979), is that maternal inconsistency in q

discipline, lack of control. Ayer child behaviole, and family disorpanization
were related. to attention deficits and distractibility in children from "
divorced households. These chila behaviors were, in turn, related to IQ
deficits at 2 years following divorce, Thus, not only stresses, upon children",
but those upon mothers,. including the stress of reduced. income and changed
living situations, are implicated in.the. observed. effects of divorce on
children's,cognitive development. '

Psyhologital, eMo/ionai, and social adigitment. According to
Hetheringfon et al. (1g n, p. 851), "children's most common early responses to
divorce are anger, fear, dePressiOm and,guilt." Consequently, it is not ,

t

am
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surprising that children of divorce have been found in outpatient psychiatric
treatment ata rate double their prevalence 4n Oe population (Kalter, 1977).
In addition, the presenting.gomplaints'of.these children. are more typically,
problems with'acting-out, Socialrelations, family, conflicts, learning and
school problems, and affective disorders while children,from intact families
are .most frequently seen for medical problems" or developmental delays
(Sthoettle & Cantwel4 1980).

r

Numerous studies describe the behavioral disturbances seen in children
who have experienced their parents' divorce,' In a longitudinal.study
conducted by Wallerstein'aPd Kelly -(1980),.'60-families with'a total of 131
childreni were.followed for 5 yeans.after separatton. During the initial
.interviews, and at. subsequent. followup sessions, Wallerstein.and.Kelly found
regression, fretfulness., de el delays, irritability,'anxi4 ry, temper;
tantrums,.separation anxiet, and other. signs of distress among. preschool
thildren.undErgoingdivorce. Older children tended to report feelings Of
anxiety, depression, aneanger. AMOng the symptoms noted in the 131 Children,.
depression was the. mast significant and lasting. At the 5-year.followup, 37%

. of the children. the sample were rated as moderately to severely depressed..

Behavioral reactions to divorce.tend to differ according to sex of. the
child. Boys are more.likelY to exhibit aggresSion toward parents, teaChers,
and peers (Hetherington, 1979), While girls are more ltkely ta.show increased
dependency in the period' immediately following divorce. Teenaged females who
experienced parental'divorce during thildhoodAave also. been-foid to be more

. sexually active than females from intact familfes (Hetherington-v-1972);
Although the extent and duration of psychological disturbance following
divorce remains unclear, Hetherington's. (1972) findings suggest.-that the
experiefteof divorce can have lasting, emotional effects::

The degree to which divorce increases the psychological risk of children
seems related to four factors: redisposing genetic or temperamental
characteristics of both childre nd parents, the nature of family life before

. the divorce, the.extent'of confl ct and disruption of life Style after the
divorce., and the-eMotional Stabil of*the custodial parent (,Jellinek &
Slovik, 1981). To date., little in rmation.is available on the first two of
these factors. The latter two'faaors, however, seem to si. ificantly Affect
the adjustment of children to divoMe.

.

The ability of the custodial parent; usually th= mother, to provide a.

stable, secure, enriching' environment with a minimu' of conflict is
undoubtedly a crucial element in d9termining the fects of divorce on
children. ?he following data on the economic asp =cts of divorce and single-
parent hOuSeholds will 'serve to' un^derscore this generalizatit* while
highlighting the stresses that potgtially undermineamother'sability to.
care .fort her children. 1'

Divorce and Poverty
-1.

. Financial effects 'of divorce. .A6will-docuMenied effect of divorce, and
ono that conditions and exacerbates the psychologicarand behavioral problems
outlitted above, is the essubstantial reduction in 'income experienced by mother
and their children-following faMily. dissolution. In 1978, about 24% of all
white, and 51% of all blacki female4eaded families were living, beloVi the

14'



poverty level of $6,628'for a family of four (U.S. Bureau of the. Census,
1980a). Further, the median income of white, female-headed families was
$9,211--about half thy median income .of. white intact families. For black,
female-headed familqrs the figures. were even worse; the medidn income of thee
families was $5,472'compared with $14,789 for intact black families.

.

A recent longitudinal studyiv Duncan and Morgan (1981).at the University
of Michigan illuminates theSe data on divorce and inc Based on a national
probability samplyey fOlowed between 1971 and 197 Duncan and Morgan
found that divorAt women who did not remarry suffered a 50% decline in family
sincome. An earlier study by these same authors (Duncan 81-Morgan, 1976) showed
th4t children in intactfamilies above the poverty level in 1967 were tiree
times as likely as children in intact families to be in poverty in 1973 if
their parents divorced. By contrast, men were actually in better fihanciat
condition following divorce.

`"

Divorce and child support. The above data suggest thaf.a major part pf -

the financial problem experieviced by.. divorced Mothers is:that:fat4ersdo not
adequately-share their wealth. A review of. evidence'reyealS that this is
indeed the case.. First, there were about.. a milAion Mbthers-living with
their children but without the children's fatherin 1978. Al'] of these women.
.appear to be demographically.ellgible for Child support. tionetheless,.only
about 60% of them had acourt- ordered child support award.' Of the mothers Who
h3d an award, about .30,:received no money at all, and nearly 25% more received
only partialzwp4ment5'0.S. Bureau. of the Census, 1981a). It would appear,
then, that only about one-quarter of demographically 'eligible mothers' actually
received the.full amount of child support to which,they were legally-or
morally ent4tled; perhaps it would, be more to the point to say.that only 25%:.
of the childrin received the-money needed to support their.development.

.

, . Given theseedata on support awards aridlOayMentsi how great is the impact
.of child sOpport payment or nonpayment:onlamily income?. In 1978, the mean
.income. of female-headed families. without a,,suppori'4Ward was $4,840. By
contrast, the-mean income of such familiei'thaedid receivi payments was
$8,940, of which14800 was child support payments from the father (U.S.
Bureau of the Census, 1981a). Thus, the fathers' payments - constitute more
than PO% of the income of faMilies receiving suctbpayments.

If.support payments are worth an average of $1,800 to families whose
father actually make's payments, how much child supportAs'oWed to all
female-headed families? In other Words, how much money bould.be:providedto

.

"mothers if all fathers met their total child supporbligatiOn?

We can perform two simple cakulations.to esttmatethis amount: the
first is based .on the average amount of child support that has actually been
awarded by the courts; the second is based on an estimate of what.the'average'
child support payment should be.. Regarding the.forMer calculation; the
.average level of child. support4warded.by'the cour:ts was about 4-$2400 1978
..(0.S..Bureau Of.the Census, 19818,Jable D). Given !the totail of 7.1, Million
demographically eligible female-headed families, it.folloWs that bout $14.2
billion vas owed.in 1978 (or would have been owed If all:domo hIcally

. eligible Mothers had:court:ordered settlements that averaged ,000). Of this
totat, however, only $4.4 billion- -or bout 11171/Wactually.paid.



.

In the second method: of calculation, let us first set' the income that
,,temale-headed families should receive at 50% of the median national idicome.
Although this figure would represent an actual increase in post-divorre income'
for some families, it would also represent asubstantial decrease in
post-divorce income foeothen families. Since a frequently used criterion in
setting "child support awards is the.pre-divorce family. income'(Sorensen &
McDonald, 1981'), We judge it somewhat moderate to say that femple-headed
families, on average, Should have Is amount of money equal to half the'median
national income, yr

Single Parent
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Using this criterion, the average support leYel would be set at.50% of
the,median family income in 1978 of $17,640,,or'$8,820. Multiplying this
.figiire by the .7.1 million female-headed famtliesyields4.total income of
$62.6 billton. Si nee the average female-headed faMily earned about .$6,000
1978 (figures extrapolated from-MI.. Bureau. of the Census, 1981a, Figure 1),
the amount needed to achieve the proposed level Ofincome after accounting for
earned income iS.$62.61Allton minus' $42.6'billion, or $20.0 billion: As.
mentioned above, $4.4 btllion(20%) was actUttly:paid in 1978, laying an
unpaid deficit of t15.6 Eyen to bring all female-headed ftMilies to
half their pre-divorce. incOmelevel.-,.then,- would have'required.a child support'
system that.produced $15.6 billion more than the System-in:place 1m1978"
actuall.produced. Some idea of the nagnitude of this amount can'be achieved
by recognizing thht it is nearly 1.5 times the total outlays for ARM in 1978
(see U.S Bureau of the Census,1980b, p. 356). 2

Turning ..tot child support data for North Carolina (see Table 2), there
were 133,696 female-headed families with children under 18 in 1982.. Settihg
the income level for these families at half the median income for a North
Catolint family .of four '(1.e.-,'-half of119,600 aP $2;800; U.S. Bureau of the
Census, 1981b, p. 441). reveals that these families eeded a total income of
$1.3 billion:. Assuming' that the average family in North
Carolina earned $6,000 in. 1982, the amount of money :.needed to.reach.our
criterion of -Income adequacy was $1.3 billion minus $800 million. or $500
million. Of this amount., about $241 million. was actually.ptid by, fathers.,
Thus, in order to bring,female-headed North Carolina. families to our criterion.
income,ik1982 would have required a Child Support:Enforcement system that.
collected an additional $260'millionmOre than 20 times. more (see Table 2)..
than actuaL4r. collected by:the existing Child SupportInforcement system.

Child Support Enforcement

Largely as a result of the disturbing statistics on child support,
payments (and consequent increases in AFDC enrollment and expenditures), in
recent years both*federal and state governments have strengthened their
efforts to force,fathers to pay child support. The:turning point in state and

-

federal. involvement in 'child support 1974, and the keyrfigure
was Senator Russell Long.

. The primary motivation for federal action on child support.was not
necessarily a Sudden increase tn compassion for.childreni but the growing
concern- -one might say outrage- -with the.explosion'of AFDC enrollment.. Thus,
whereAs AFDC enrollment had been 3.5 million.in 1061, it grew'to 11:5 million
by 1976. And the uriderlying concern of federal policymakers was that this
increase was'attributable tO'a social ethic that allOwed father's to abandon
.their wives and children while assuming that the public.would assume the

16



Table 2

Selected Data on.Child Support

Stngle'Parent

14

Enforcement i.n North Carolina '(1982),

-4

'

Total Child SUpport Collecttens
through Title; IV-D

AFDC 'Program

.Non-Alk Program

Admi ni strati ve Expense's, '(AFDC)

Net Savings-to (AFDC)

Administrattve ExperiSesAnon-AFOCY

Net -Savings to Fivhilles (non-AFDC):
1.

4

$11,433,344

:$ 9,414,005

$ 2*, 029,339

$ 7,059,181

$ 2,576,927

$ 261,189

$ 1,768,150

Numberbf Chil,VSuppoPt -Cases

AFDC !

Non-AFDC

Number 'of Absent Parents Who. Made Payment
. .

AFDC Parents

Non-AFDC Parents

91,102

83,286

7,816.

11,817

9,457

2,360

a
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financial responsibility. TO ,change this ski al ethic, Senator Long proposed .

.

and fought to enact, with support from such'disprate. allies at .Walter
Mondale, Robert Dole, and Joseph Califano, the Child SuppoOt Enforcement Act
of 1975. Long's goal' for this legislation was clear an succinct;

What I hope to do is to 4ke it So fficult for a,father to escape his
support obligation toward his children that you would ndt have to stle
more than about 1% of fathers; and that the other 99% will comply.
(Sreiner, 4981, p. 121)

.

In, ecember of 1974, then, Congress enacted. Title
.

IV-D of the Social I ...

Security Act; President Ford, though fundamentally opposed to the bill, s gned
it into law pn January. 4, 11975. Although there were then, and remain tod y,
substantial pockets of opposition to IV-D (.g., Stack. & Semmel, 1974), t is
legislation has, proven quite effective. In brief, the act strengthened
provisions for a single'state agency to handle. delinquent payments, establish
paternity,, (if necessary), locate fathers, and prosecute cases; established a
strong federal Office of Child Support Enforcement; mandated AFDC mothers to
sign over to the state their child's clatj rights against the father and to ,

cooperate in attempts to locate the father; strengthened interstate
cooperation; initiated a stronger system for federal assistance in locating
fathers; and required state IV-D agencies to, offer their services to non-AFDC
mothers as well as. AFDC mothers.

An overview of the Child Support Enforcement system created in 1975, and
subsequently strengthened on.several occasions, is provided in Table 3.. The
essence of the system is that the state locates absent fathers, establishes
both paternity and the amount of child support obligation if necessary, and
collects payments. The local courts can be used at any point in this system,
and federal information on the father is available if needed. Uhder some
circumstances, the,Internaf Revenue Service (IRS) grid direct wage garnishment
can be used to collect money. In general, AFDC families do. of benefit from

expenses and to reimburse'the federal government 'for AFDC ex enditures. TV1

money collected from fathers; rather,- the money is used toil) y administrative

. contrast, except' for a Small standard charge and some moneys for admtnistptive

11

costs, non-AFDC benefits go directly to the mother And chi dren.

The amount of child support payments collected by the .Child Sup ort
Fnforcement system, while still only:a fraction of ,the' total national child
support liability, has increased rapidly since the program began. In 'fiscal
year ,1976, roughly $286 million was collected by the AFDC segment of ''the ,

program. In addition, $406 million was collected on behalf of non-AFDC
4 families. By 1981, AFDC collections hetd risen to $670 million while the'
non-AFDC segment' *netted approximately $958 million. Thus, in 5 years,.
yearly c011ectiohslmore than doubled in both the AFDC and non-AFDC programs.

During this same period,'yeaily administrative costs for th &AFDC segMent
4 of the Child Support Enforcement Program increased from $188 million in 1976
to $431 million in'1981. Non-AFDC administrative costs, however, have
remained quite low with expenditures in 1981 of about $81.5rmillion.
Comparing program expenditures and collections for fiscal year 1981, the AFDC
segment collected roughly $1.55 for every dollar spent, while the, non-AFDC
program segment collected almost $12 for every dollar,speq. ft

1
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Dverview'of the Child Support Enforcement Syztem
fir: rtlwt At.A M At A NwPs is vg 104101.10-11".1061,

*114,014WMWOwswilwilimmiftioN44.0164..:*,...1,4

1. The mother.applies for AFDC and assigns the child's.claim rights against
the father to the state; she also provides the state with information
about the father, including his address if known.

2, The state attempts to locate the father, and, if necessary to establish
paternity.

3. If the state cannot locate the father, they notify the Federal Parent
1.6cator Service, which in turn is authorized to use any and all state or
federal records (IRS,.HHS, Department of Defenses\etc.) tO obtain the
father's address.
0

4. Once located, the state must" establish paternity if it is dispdted, take
the father to court to establish a support award if necessary, or assign
.the amount of the father's obligation using a formula approved by the
'Secretary of HHS.

5. The state collects the child support award by any of several methods,
including direct 'payment to the courts. In some cales, fathers can be
jailed for failing to make timely payments. The father cannot avoid
payment, eve if he declares A4Mkruptcy.

6., States must also offer these same, services to other states if delinquent
father' resides within theiir state.

A7.. States distribute collections to the AFDC fund, and in some- cases to
localities and directly to families.

T. In some cases, thq IRS can be Used to collect delinquent payments.

10. States are reimbursed by the federal government'for 75%'of their
administrative expenses in operating thq 1V.-D system.

.
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Proble0 Statement Oieriewh

The review above has shown the'effects of divorce to be among,the major
social problems facing our society. Not only are very large numbers of
children involved, but divorce seems to be associated with serious effects for'
both,children 'and adults. Most remarkably,4 very substantial.number of
children of divorced parents wind up livtng'in poverty, and nearly all,"
experithce substantial reductions in family income.. One of the major causes
of income reduction and poverty in female-headed'families is the poor
perforthance of'fathers in providing financial support for their children.
Indeed, .our estimates show.that,as little as 20%, of the money needed. by
single.-parent mothers to 'support their children is actually paid. Although
recent efforts 'to strengthen Support'EnforcemeRt at the federal and

A
state level .have produced gobd Ptsults, the problem of poverty And low income
among'these families has hardly been affected.

Something 'must be .done. Of the various problems outlined abovel'in our
view the one that most deserves public attention is' the low level of child
support paid by Absent parents. It is to the analysis of this problem that we
now turn our attention.,

Analysis of Child
Support Alternative Policies

The policy problem addressed herels inadequate income availabte to
. ,

female-headed families. Though we assume that policies addressed to
increasing,the income of f4malenheaded'families will.produce positive.effects
on the oental health of mothers And the development arid:. hpalfh of .

children, our primary goal is to select the. policy thatl4ill. most effectively
increase the income, of these families,

Gallagher,
To identify the best policy,-we conduCt a three -step analysis (Haskins &

l 1981). First, the criteria to evaluate the policy' alternatives are
defined. Taken together, these criteria tell us the specific ends: we want a'
child.suliport policy to achieve. 'If our analysis iS sou0d, it should be

for_critics_to...disagree-with- our policy choice. ..:On.the other han d,
critics whovalue different Criteria than those used in this Analysis,. or who
agree with our criteria but weight them differently, could 'east l' Select a
different policy.

441,

Second, we'define four policy alternatives the have been proposed or are-
nhw in existence that. hold some promise of increarng the income of
jemple-headed families. Third, evidence.to evaluate' each policy alternative
As 'reviewed by use of the analysis criteria, and on this basisa. particular.
policy is recommended.

-

Analysis Criteria

In.order to;evaluate child,support policy alternatives, we have selected,.
seven criteria: eqUity, efficiency, stigma, preference Satisfaction, family
privacy, paternal :retponsibility, and. effects on the post-separation family.
The first four Of these crtteria'Oe frequently used in t-he :analysis of a
broad range of child Ind family policy Oaskinti 1980) the last three were
selected;specifically,for the 'analysis of.child support policy.,



The two; .types of equity with. which We are mosticoncerned in this analysis
are vertical and horizontal equity. Vertical equity stipulates that good

.policy treats unequals unequally. by redistributing 'resources from those.with
more wealth to those with less. Horizontal equity requires that equals be
treated equally; i.e., that people in similar financial situations enjoy
similar costs and benefits frbm a policy--regardldss of:geographical, ethnic,'
or class boundaries.

Efficiency requires us'tb'sflect policies that produce the greatest
benefits I pr. the smallest ex p end tures. Preference satisfaction identifies
good dolicies.as those that produce the most .happiness` in tPte 'greatest number.
of people, often by cpeating conditions, that alloW individuals.to define and ,

pursue their own preferences. In accord with the stigma criterion, we define ,

good polities as those that Vring the least amount of undeserved discredit,
negative evaluation, or humiliation to those affected bythe policy..

Regardtpg the criteria selected specifically to evaluate child
support'poliCies,*family privacy `requires policies that provide the least
intrusion into family life and,[03mily.decisiormaking. Paternal
responsibility, by contrast, re-cognizes good policy as.. that which epcburages
(or foeces) fathersito fulfill their moral responsibility to their Children.
Finally, our primary definition of the effects-on-family criterion 'is
financial adequacy, though we will briefly consider the' effects of income on
the parents'emotional stability and the children't emotional and -intellectual
development.

A)ternative?olicies2

4

.

Selecting alternative policies for analysis is often,a oontrovertial
activity since groups or.individuals who support a policy that is omitted from
the analysis are usually, offended. Yet the essence of pplicy, analysiS is
making choices--including the choice of. alternatiyejpoliOts'and the criteria .

by which they are to be evaluated. .Our justificatiqn for'selecting the
particular policies.qutlined belbw As that they reesent,the major
alternatives whiCh have received attention'from an ysts, policymakers, and
the media. There may be other worthy alternativesi.but..with the exception of
increasing.women 1 S wages--if there are we have not found.muckinformation

t

.women's
about' them. . -. .,,,1,5,

,.
.,-

AFDC. Thee first policy alternative, is to provide direct' Oblic subsidies
to poT)FTamilies with an absent or unemployed week; AMericailas; of course,
had such a policy for nearly 50 years, the Aid to' Families with:Deendent
Children program. Females with children living below the poverty. line (about.
$6,500 for a famil9 of four in 1982) arp,ellgible for parttcipation. If
accepted into the program, participants*e automaticall ,covered by Medicaid

2A fifth policy--increating women's wages.-might also.have-been included
in the analysis. The major advantage of this poity is that, if Successful',
it would give. mothers more control of theit:own fate apd make them less .

dependent on absent fat4ers.4: The 'prospects for increasing pay equity:for
women is, analyzed thoroughly, In a paper on women-.and the econoilyby MusewJcz,.

and Gaddyf(1983)A'' .. ; -1

'ts
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and are often eligible for other programs such a$ kluging and food stamps.
Although there are very sgstantial differences in AFDC payments across
states, the averaq AFDC Tayment in7198Q was about $280; the average payment
in North Carolina in 1980 was $164 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1981b, p. 345).

Presently, AFDC'is a product of conflicting policy objectives. Created
when unemployment was extremely high and social norms Strongly supported
mothers staying at home to rear '`children, AFDC was based on the assumption
that a woman's place was in the. home. A4 this social norm weakened,c AFDC wasmodified. In 1967, the Work Incentive Program (WIN; Section 43U) was, created,
requiring AFDC mofhers to work when they were able ,to do so. Another
important modification of AFDC was the creation of AFDC-UPAUnemployed Parent;
Section 407) in 1967 which allowed elidibllity for families with an unemployed
father in the home. A major purpose of .this provision was to remove 'the

. incentive for unemployed husbands to leave their wives and thereby-:make the "
family eligible for AFDC payments. Unfortunately, only about half the states
have adopted th4 feature of the AFDC program (Dpbelstein, 1980).

Guaranteed 'Annual Income. There are several variants of the Guaranteed
Annual Income Idea, but all 'have at least two things in common. First, any
family--whethe'r one- or two -parent -that: falls below a certain income level is.
automatically guaranteed an income supplement that will bring them to the
minimum level. In shorte this program guarantees an income floor below which.
no American family woUld be allowed to fall: Second, poor families with
incomes would not have their earnings heavily taxedA--often at oryneir 100% as
in the current AFDC system-sand would thus always have an incentive to work.
If, for example, the sincome floor were set at46,000, and fhe tax on earned
income at 50%, a family earning.$4000 would have the floorof $6,000, plus

' their after-tax income (50% of $4,000) of $2,000, or a total income of $8,000
dollars. This policy, of course,cauld be used to insure that,single Mothers

/ withiaildreL4i would have 'a guaranteed level eincome, although that outcome
.1 would not bk the exclusive purpose of the poliicy. In fact, the Guaranteed .

Annual Income would greatly expand the public commitment to maintaining family
income, and Would include milltons of-working poor -families.

Child Support Enforcement. The Child Support Enforcement system has been
explITned in detail above.' To recapitulate briefly, it'is a fedtral-state
system in which both AFDC and non-AFDC fathers are pursued, and if necessary,
prosecuted in order to force them to pay child support. The current syste
also has provisions for establishing paternity, garnishing wages, and
intercepting state and federal income tax returns in some cases. In general,
money obtained from AFDC fathers is used to reimburse the state for AFDC
expenditures while money recovered from nen-AFDC fathers goes directly to
families. 'In 1981, this system recovered $671 million from AFDC.fathers and
,$958 million from nom-AFDC fathets..

= .Child support .tax. The child .support tax, which has been explained in
detail by Oarfinkel (1982), is currently an untested idea. Though the details
of the system are quite complex,, the basic idea is easily grasped. In
simplified form, the policy.has four.essenttalicharacteristics. First, a
legislative body wefld establish a graduated table of'child support payments
.based on the absent parents' income and the number of children for whom they
are responsible.. Second, the money would 4g collected by an income
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withholding s)Atem.that would apply to all separatedior divorced parents.
Third, the. withholding system:would be.put into effect automaticaIly.by a
.court-ordered award to the custodial parent. More specifically, separated or
divorced custodial parents would simply go to.court and ask fora legal award.

. notice. The:court,would then-notify a.public agency-probably 00- state.rV-D
agency, of the award.: The IV-D. agency, in.turn, would notify .the noncustodial'
parent's employer oUthesaward amount, and this amount would be:mithheld and
`paid to the state tax agencyt which in turn would pa.Y.the money to the state
IV- -D agency. Fourth,'the state IV-D agenck.Would send ;the mother monthly

li checks. The amount of the check would be. either the amount withheld-from theI father's income or a guaranteed minimum, :Whichever is'larger.

,Analysis of Alternative Policies

iEquity.. We can rate all fou'r policy alternatives,high on the vertical
equity criterion, but not for the same reasons. AFDC js now, and any.scheme
of Guaranteed Annual Income would be, financed by general tax revenues. Since
general tax revenues are collected on -a progressive baSis, programs which
support poor and low-income citizens and,which are. financed' general
revenues meet the vertical, equity criterion. By contrast,. boththe cOrent
Child .Support Enforcement. system an0:06-,proposed Child supports tax would be
financed primarily by revenues. extracted from noncustodial parents.. Since a
substantial number of fatheri of female-hooded familieS acre .of low income,
these twoipolicies receive a somewhat lower rating,on-the vertical equity
criterion. Nonetheless, becauSe fathers of femalrheaded faMilieS have -

rfrelatively greater income than.their fOrmer spous s, and indeed.appear to :be
financially better off on the whble after.than before the marital dissolution
(Duncan & Morgan,'1975), bothwlities,do Promote. vertical equity.

With regard to horizcintal equfty, the current AFDC system ,must be rated
quite low. States can supplement theJederab contribution with state funds..
As a. result, a family of four in. California receives more thant 4:5times as
much money as a demographically identical family in Mississippi (U.SApreau-
of the Census, 1981b, p. 345), For 'ttiOs reason; AFDC as currently operated
does serious damage to horizontal equity, thoUgh raising benefits and
.universalizing AFDC -UP may 'substantialltiMpeove its horizontal equity. A
system of guaranteed annual income would'almosiVcertainly achieve higher
horizontal equity than the current AFDC-program. Mot of the Guaranteed
Annual Income proposals assumed federalized system'vith standard payments
'based on family size and income. Indeed., one of tht. arguments used to support
the system is that it ,would reduce or eliminate the horizontal AnequitieS Of
the current AFDC program (Moynihan 1973),

The Child Support Enforcement rogram **only soMew4at.beiter.than'AFDC
on the horizontal equity criterion or AFDC cases in, which the mother does
not have'a Custotly order, thejath obligation is established- by use oPa
formula that is`heavily.influented family size and father's income. This
characteristic of Child'Support lEnforcement tends to equalize the,fathers'
payments; but, beCause collections go to the government and not familtes,
probably does little to equalize payments to mothers across the rtes.
iloreover,-in the' large number of non-AFDC'cases, whi9h,a6count for nearly WA'
of Child Support Enforcementeollections, the sYsteffmerely helps collect the
amounts_established by court orders. Since'these,aniounts are notoriously:
Inequitable.. not simply across Late lines,, but across .city and county-lines as

. ,
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well (SaWhill, 1981)-...the.curr-.ent Child Support Enforcement Program does
little to, correct the existing horizontal inequities in our nation's systemsfor supporting fedle headed families and establishing, child support awards.

By contrast,. the proposed chilcrsupport tax system would constitute asubstantial step in the direction of correcting the current horizontal
inequities oftoth AFDC and the method, of establishing child support'orders..This is the case because collections andisOistributton would be conditioned by
a legislated formula based;excluSively

on family size and, paternal income..
For this reason, thexhild :supOort tax receive4ta high rating on the.
horizontal equity criterion.

Efficient& We consider/two aspects of efficiency: costs of program
administration and program effects on work incentive. Thee more efficieet
program is one that has a low ratio of administrative costs to money placed in
the hands, of participants and that Kas a positive (or the lowest negative)
effect on the work incentive of participants.

-#
To begin with the latter aspect of efficiency, the four policies under

consideration seem to have similar effects,,though for different reasons.
Both the AFDC and Guaranteed Income programs reduce work "incentive becaus
some people work less w en they are guaranteed a minimum level of incom
This "welfare effect", s been demonstrated experimentally by the income
maintenance experiment (e.g., Keeley, Robins, piegelman & West, 1977a;
Moffitt & Kehrer, 1978; Rechman 81' Timpane, 1975, Robins A'West,.1078; Watts AReed, 1977), In general, the effect seems to be moderate--about a 5-7%
reduction in work hours by males, about 20% by mothers in two-parent families,-
and about 8-10% by mothers in female-headed families.(these estimates ignore
several complexities such as variations across ethnit groups). This vductionin work effort, of course, must be counted as a cost of welfare-programs. Infact, a study based on the Seattle/Denver Income MaintenanceExperiment
estimated that 30% of the cost of a national guaranteed income programmodld

.

be attributable to the reduced work effort of participants (Keeley et al.,1977b). .

The Child Support Enforcement and-child support tax programs ma
reduce Ark incentive. However, whereas welfare programs cause partic ts4

to work leis because they are assured of income without working, the child ..support programs may cause noncustodial parents to work less beta e their

il

income is highly
effect" are -not a strong.as,taxed..'The data for this "tax

for the welfare effect, but we would expect it to be substa ial
nonetheless. For female-heads who receive the transfer payments, we'would
expect a welfare effect (because they receive money .regardless of their work
effort) but no tax effect. Taken' together, then., the welfare effect and the.tax effeCt cause us to conclude that there is not much to choosejFetween the,four programs on this-aspect of the efficiency criterion.

. .

On the other hand, there may be reason to believe that the Currentwelfare system of AFDC, housing, food Stamps, and so on is administratively
inefficient. Many of these programs spend a high proportion of their money.on
administration. .In fact, some housing prOgrams have been shown to place.as
little .as 50% of their funds'in the halids of recipients (Filede01980), therest Being spent on administrative costs. rBy contrast, a Guaranteed.Income'.

. program, espetially if administered by the-IRS,,coulckcashout these

r.
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inefficient in-kind programs and distribute money more ef6ci4ntly throUgh the
tax system. ,

tOTOrning the child support proguM4 we mo l d-argue that chlio support
Enforcementbas high administrative effiiency,- t..thata child support tax
may hold'Promise of being even mdre efficient.. uhly.speaking the current.

. Child Support Enforcem6f Program spends about $1 Yor every' 2 collected. Our
guess:would-be that these' figures will not improve' much, and may even declinek
somewhat because the easiest fathers,to.find and prosecute ajp already in the
system; i t may) be more ditficult-;-hence-more expenslveto.extrhct money from
fathers who have so far managed to. avoid

.

.

Although a child support tax may have a similar problem, its
administrative efficiency might improve over time as men come to realize the
inevitability' of child support payments..- This would.be especially true since .*

. payments are efficiently collected through a payroll deduction, thereby making
it difficult for fathers to avoid payments. Our judgment, then, is that both
Child Support Enforcement and the child support tax are highly efficient, but
that the child suppbrt-tax may hold promise for.even greater improvements in
the. long run.

Stigma. Few would.doubt.that AFDC Stigmatizes its paiticipants (se)
Ginsberg, 1982; Schorr, 1968). Dobelstetn (1980), for example, has argued

.

that three beliefs have.tended.to characterize the publi'c's view of welfare
Clients., More specificalln the American public tends to assume that people-

. on wAlfare are' lazy, that they cheat, and that they do not know how to manage
resources:. One might also Wcithat the public seat to.feeliwelfAre

.participants are inadequate parents. At.Dobelstein points out,:khe American
media frequently reinforce these public perceptions.by sensational reporting
of welfarAfraud which, upon closer examination, turn out to be isolated
events. We are quite confident, then,-in asserting that AFDC must receive a

g very low ratingbn'the igma criterion.
,

A system of Guaranteed Annual Income, however.,..coOld Avoid. some., though.
. not. all, the stigma associated with Arm.. .Two 'arguments support this view.

wereadminiitered,
between eligjble families and departments. of social services'would be:

"eliminated. Since several authors (6.9., Dobelstein, 1980; Blaydon & Stack;
s' . 1977) have claimed that social workers' sometimes demean welfare clients and

, interfere unnecessarily their private affairs, reduced contact would
.probably'haVe a salutary effect on stigmatization. Second, the Guaranteed .

Annual Income could well be tied to the income tax system--hence the frequent
use 'r the-term "negativeincOme tax" as synonymous,with Guaranteed. Annual
Inca e. Such.a procedure, of course, would tend to support:vie of.the-
greatestputati-ve benefits,of a Guaranteed Income; namely, its, status as a
universal,program with the societal.' imprimatur of a legal and.. ieral right.
Thus, in addition. to reduciftg the stigma caused by the current system of VD(
administration, the.Guaranteed Annual Incomtmay well, at,least in the Tong,
rurl, change public perception o1 welfare from a special.program.for utpecid
citizens to kunivertal.;progrO'enjoyed:by. all.cittons in need. For.these.
reasons, we conclude that V Guaranteed Annual Income policy should receive a
"moderate" rating 'on'the stigma criterion.

.
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6 The 1gMat zi,Kg effe es of the Child SOpport Enforcement system,are

.ompleOp iwaril because e effettl May be quite 'different for the

...cAtodial arent and.. child oe,the one hand, and:the noncustodial parent. on .

, 0
OP 0theAher There fS.litfle question,that%noncuspOial:parents are often 'highly '"t gmatized by the current- system. They- are purtued by state ands'', 4..feder10, gencies they are often prosecuted in the _courts', they pre sometimes .jailer( hambers,11974: and on occasion their empleOrs are notified so !,hat...:

''Aeir I.4aes an be garnished. Al.4) of these actions, of ,course, can d#ead t0 st atizati on.. d- 4
.,

41/' :..'. On th other hand, one must attend here to a rather WOtle characteristi
of stigma.1 Af the public attributes to.individuals negative tharaiteristics
that they ctually have, we woOldnOt call theseindividuls stigmatized.
Strictly s eaking. stigma a0Plig only when the attributions' are undeserved.
But nOncus odfal parents who do not pay child support Ire criminals, and
indeedgmf t be thought to be a, threatto the community since their actions
lead to p erty..-and -it's attendant threats to developmentfor children. In
sthiks nega negative public evaluation of.these people is not stigma; rather,
it .isacc4rate,,,attributfon that these tridivftuals bring on fiemselves. . . ,

Moreover, as sugOsted hythe quotation from Senator Long cited'abovelsee p.
15), some 'Might consider this type of attribution to be the exact kind of ,social pressur which may:have a detergent of ct on irresponsibility by q

lioncustodial arents. In short; thdug nq ustodial parents may receive
.negative pOblic evaluation as a resul o the Chihli Support Enforcement

.

system, this evalbation should not be led stigma.
. .

.

Are mothers and children stigmatized. by Child Support Enforcement? Arr.
n . i

guess is' that although the Child Support Enforcement-s-ystem does- occasiona
Stigmatize mothers and children, moreoften than not it serves to reduce

,.stigma. First, since AFDC is highly stigmatizing, to the extent that,Chilti
Support Enforcement activities .keep families off welfare, it reduces.stigma.

kSecorM, for famili s already on welfare., effective Child Support Enforcement
Mean sometimes lad to a level of cdllections that may actuOay lift some
families off the arty rolls.. Again, this outcome would rIduce stigma.

. -
Finally,

the Child Support tax would function somewhat 10 Child Support /Entprcement in-:poduclng-stigma. Two major differences,,howevqr, might behyPthesized. First, stnce the tax would apply universally- even to
noncustodial parerIt who had not bedn 'delinquent inn meeting their obligations,
and since employers would be notified for purposes of withholding the tax, thetax *vivid likelY lead to stigmatization. .ConverselA the proposed tax system
would be universal and would therefore :apply both to individuals who paid arld
to individuals who didnot.pay their child suppor. Over timethen,
employers and others wolOd learn torealize that fathers subject to the tax
had not necessarily done anything wrong, Further, to,the extent that.probl'eMs
affecting large numbers Of citizens tend to be,4tes-stigmatizing, 06,
probability that as many as 25% of.males, between 20'' and, 45. years Viage would
be included in'the sysfem would tend to reduce stigma. Taken teg4ther, then,
these considprationt lead us to assign a moderate rating to both the. Child
Support Eftf6rcement system and the child support tax, on the stigma criteri on.

4

Preference'satisfaitiow. The current welfare system of AFDC, (food
stamps, Medicaid, and 01{c housing has contrasting effeqs on preference
satisfaction, In the first plaece, several Surveys'havelhown that thei

4.
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American public wants at least some type of welfare,Support-fbr low-income
familie.s.(e.g..,COnnect)cut MutuaL'1981, Table 54). Since AFDC. provides this
supPort, it does--1 ikokb)moSt any VS.tem of,givingmoney.to the poor--meet the
preferences'of'most Am#Pitant.

'On the other.hand, AFDC and its affiliated programs do constrainAlany,
choices.by participants. Although AFDC itself provides cash wit R Which. '
families-can maximilethetroeferences, the affiliated in -kind programs such
.as Medicaid, houstng, and food stamps reduce the options available to
participantt.' I.t would appear thatthese.in4ind programs are based on the,:
'assumption, made by policymakers and theotmecrican public alike (Dobelstein.';
1980; Moylihan, 1973), thOt 16w-income citizens are profligate and therefore
must be.served istr in-kind'programs that indtre.expenditures on goods and
services pot the public'decides are best' Whether low income citizens. do in
fact waste theirAioney'iS very-muchAn doubt, as the Income Maintenance.
Experiments (Hots &Metcalf, 1977t.Pechmak8 Timpane, 1975) and longitudinal

. work. at the. UniVersity ofM4chigan (Duncan & Morgan, 198ip ihbw. What is
however,:is that the In-kind, welfare:ProgOoms.that supplement AFDC

seriously constrain the choices, and;therefore th6 preference satisfaction, of °

their participants::

The Guaranteed Annual Income, by contrast; can receive higher ratings on
the preference.satisfactiOn'citterion. Again., the particular Characteristics
of the program would determind.how much preferepce satisfaction Wpuld'he
Advanced. Nonetheless.,'one method $f ftpancingthe program would be to give-
higherpayments than. thee current AFDC programCby'cashing Out in-kind programs
such as housiAg and food stamps. 1Th4s approach would pit- more cash in the
hands of recipients, and would thrtreby allow them to'maltimize their
O'eferences. On the otherhand, the political feasibility.of.this approach
might be qUettiOned ont,the grounds that in-kind programs.are strongly,
supported by the powerful:interests of the. middle-class civil servants that
staff these programs. Moreover, some social services.-:such as day care and
jobArarning--woulthbe essential. even if .a guaranteed income-program were in'
existence.. .

The.Chifd Support .Enforcement'and child support tax polity alternatives.
both present a. clear case of advancing the prefe.rence satisfaction of 'one -

group at the expense of another group. To the extent that disposable income
allows peOple.to maximize4their preferences, both the Enforcement ,,and tax'
programs increase the preferente satisfaction of custodial parents and '

ctildren,at the expense of noncustodial parents. In pls.regard, child
support'is a straightforward zero-sum, game*-custodial'parents and children

: win, noncustodial parents4lose,
ed

," And yet, thece maybe Some.reason to' believe that in this case there is
more to'preferentesattsfOctioni,thanls immediatielfapparent.. Although it.is
truesthat noncustodial. parents-Would lose money, 4 is hard to believe thatthey Wnt their children reared /4 poverty or Wcircugittances of greatly
redvcedjimential resources. As Cambers "(1979) has thowno'fatherS'do not
intend 'to 'hurt t*r,ctildren by denying money to their family.. .Rather, men
dreangry and bibterit:their formerspouses,And or over often f01
victimized by theoUrts.:::-_.

;

,

As we. have shown. above,thgre are. 'very 'strong data 'indicating that
separatiorand.divorcejt, a IlmCof anger.testilitfoo:depression0'a

;:e . ,i v a: .

zp
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hOpelessness'for both men and' women, Moreover, AiYorceg men say. they have
lower lemels of life s'atisfaction than any other group Omen (Campbell et
al., 1976). ThUs, with 'so many'of their preferences denied, and with great
:folingseof hostility toward the mother,andthelvgal system, one could argue
that men.are not maximizing their preferences by refusing'to pay child
support; rather, their 'motivation isessentialltnegative and even
retaliatory, In such circumstances, and in such a state of mind, then,'many
fathers elect not to pay child support. The .question iswhether in doing so
fathers.are mviMizing'their preferences. Since two consequences of a poor
paymentarecord are liely.to be resentment of fathers by their children and
inadequate child .developmentolien may actually be reducing their;prgference
satisfaction. in the tong run b.vrefusing. tokprovlde.child support.

We recognize that this line of reasoeing is bringing us to a position we
Would Hkely reject in othercircUmstances; namely, that policy analysts and
the government. know more (boUt fathers' .long term interests, than fathers
themselves. Winetheless, we cannot he,lp but wonder if fathers, caught up in
the resentment and.hostiltties of separation and divorce, makedeciWons that
are as rational as those they would make if they were guided by careful

4 , .

consideration of.facts and.consequences.
,

_
. .. . _ , ., . .. . _ .

Family privacy. As indiCated'in.the opening paragraphs. of this 'analysis,
Americans .place a very high .value onlamily privacy. Whenever.possible,.

,families should.beleft alone by the government and should,have the
opportunityjo function in accord with their own interests. On tithe other
hand, families sometimes do experience situations in which they.. are not able
to function'adequately. -In the situation at hand, dispassionate analysis
shows t at custodial parents and tbeir children are faced with very limited

11

financi resources; and,are thereby reduced to extreme difficulty in meeting
their b is physical and psychologital.needs. Our judgment, then, is that the
public has an obligqtion to intervene. .poreover, My not paying child support,
noncustodial parents often' are in violation' of the law and in contempt of the
.natioes Court systems:. Thus, some action against noncustodial Orents is
necessary.. ..' .0

Nonetheless, in taking this action, we want to find policies that
infringe on family privacy as little-as possible. Here' as. elsewhere), the best
intervention is the least intervention, if for no other reason than that the
long rapge policy objective is to assist families to become self'regulating.

,

In this light,. AFDC has not' proven to be a very successful policy. As
several students ofAFQC have shown, the. program sometimes destroys family
initiative by reducing the incentive to work, by replacing a major role of
fathers, and by.direct interference in family decisions by social workers
(Steiner; 1971). On this last point, some have argued-that an inevitable

of AFDC.ls exposing poor families to unnecessary interference and
S from social workers and other offitials. In SliOrt,A,FDC does a rather
Fro ob of rotecttny family,privacy,

, . .

. Again trepending on the particulars
.

Of the' pr am, the Guaranteed Annual
.

Income could .reduce many of the problems witbj y privacy that typify AFDC. .

First., irOaymeasowere handled like, a negative tax through the IRS, contact ,--
witfl.social 'work agencies would be minimized.' Secbnd, given.theiuniliersal

A
r '

nature of grogram and the IRS-handling of pAymentso.P4rticipints would.
.4
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need to publicize their palicipation in the program, and therefore-could'
protect their privacy. Thus, the Guaranteed'AnnUal Income can be rated highly
on the family privacy crfterion.

. Cqild'Support Enforcement and the child support tax, on the.other hand,
, cannot be rated-sO highly on the privacy Criterion. In #he Child Support .

Emforcpmgnt Program, family privacy Would still be'subStintially violated
4)4cause AFDC enrollment would remain near its current level. In addition, the
prislacy of noncustodial parents'would be violated in the extreme. Indeed,.the
government can and does-use IRS, Department of Defense, and Health,and Human
Servides records to locate fathers. Americans.have traditionally been.opposed
to use of.government records against individual citizens because wide
established, suchpractices are subject to abuse-. Although use of these
records to locate noncustodial.parents may enjoy widespread pproval, the
opportunity for individuals WO government organizations-to buse the tystem
is probably very -great. Finally, the occasional use of wage garnishment.,,
further exposes' noncustodial parentso invasiOns of privacy, and inn some
cases could even lead to job loss, There may, of course, be some reduction in
the invasion'of family privacy if Child Support Enforcement succeeds in 4

'removing large numbers of'families from AFDC.a But since'there is li tle
evidence that the Child Support Enforcement system hashad.this effec and in,
light of the'teveral argyMente'ShOwing'that privacy isabused by the urrent'
Support system, we conclude that Child Support Enforcement must rece e a low.
rating on the ,family privacy criterton..

Paternal responsibility. Turning now to the criterion of paternal
responsibility, itajs immediately apparent that AFDC should receive a very low
rating. Me have Peviously reviewed'the poor performance of most fathers in
paying child support., AFDC fathers; however, are even less conscjentious,in
providing child support than other fathers; indeed, less than 10% of AFDC
fathers pay any child support. Moreover, as Bernstein '(1982) has argued, the
court system and the social work profession have come to ignore the fiscal
responsibility of fathers for their children, ancreven to condone paterhal
irresponsibility. .,

11,

A
Nor is it easy to see how ttiV Guaranteed Annual Income program would

improve, on AFDC inpromoting'paternal responsibility. Indeed, since the
'program would be universal: it would almost certainly expand-eligtbility, and
thereby encourage inresponsibility by an even greater. number of fathers.

'Against the argument that -a guaranteed income would helpjamilies 'stay
together by reducing the financial stresses that some social. scientists.
believe to be a cause of family. dissolution, we would cite the strong evidence
from the Seattle and Denver Income Maintenance Experiment showing that
guaranteed ,income actually increases the rate of family dissolution among
participants (Hannan, Tuma, & Groeneveld, 1976; Tuma, Hannan0A Groeneveld,
1977).

,

0

Child Support Enforcement and the child support'tax stand in shark.. . ,

contrast to AFDC and the Guaranteed Annual Pncome in their effects on paternal
responsibility: The central feature,of both programs is the pursuit and, if
necessary, prOsecution of fathirs intorder.to force. them-to pay child support.
To the extent that these 'programs are successful in obtaining payments from
fathers, they promote the concept of paternal responsibility for their
thildren't welfare. 'Further; although we have been unable to locate firm data
on this point, the current Child' Support Enforcement systeMirmay have.had an

29



impact on both judges and fathers in changing'thelr beliefs about paternal
esponsibtlity. 'Anecdotal evidence from Child Support Enforcement officials

i South Carolina and North Carolina indicates that many judges have reversed
it heretofore relaxed views concerning the importance of fathers' paying
ld support. Indeed, some judges have begun to jail delinquent fathers.

Many officials believe that counties in'which judges have used jailing
experience a Abstantial rise in child'suPport collections. In ahy case,
there is good evidence that jail induces men to improve their payment
performance (Chamberg, 1979)..

th

The major issue here is essentially one of beliefs and values. .Bernstein
(1982) has argued that fathers, the courts, and even the American public have

pbid lip service to the concept of paternal responsibility for child
support, but, until recently, have failed to take action against fathers who
violate their responsibility. Child SupObrt Enforcement, 'which has been in
place in.its current form for less than adecade qbw, is forcing men all over
the country to reevaluate their views:. With pursutt, court action,, stigma,. .

. and incarceration as a backdrop; it seems possible that the concept of
paternal responsibility for child support is, becoming a serious value held by
the Amer.ican'public. In any case, a national debate,is clearly underway, and
one can expect further clarification of this. value in the years ahead.. In the
meantime, both Child Support Enforcement and the-childSupport'fax can be
assign1 a high rating on the paternal responSibility criterion.

Effects-on families. Policies that increase the disposable income of
custodial parents have salutory-effects. At least three arguments. support

, this assumption. First, anything that reduces the Stress experienced by
divorcing families has the potential' of helping custodial parents maintain
their own mental health and thereby impreve their .child rearing capacities.
Second, additional money can be used by custodial parents' to purchase goods
that directly influence their children's mental development. These include
hooks, eduCational toys, and additional years.of schooling. .Third, as shown

.by.the Seattle/Denver Income Maintenahae Experiment (Robins & West, 1978),
.....lem4e heads of single-parent families receiving a guaranteed income reddce

their hours of working outside the home by nearly 10%. This additional time
may he usell to invest in activities thatgfectly or indirectly influence
children's development. Indeed, as Leibowitz (1974) has argued, time
investments in children by mothers is positively related to child
development. ,

If these assumptions are correct, then all four strategies. under
consideration should have positive effects. because they all increase the
amount of money available to single-parent families. Nonetheless, assuming
,policies that put more money in theehands of custodial parents have relatively
greater benefits tfian policies putting less money in the hands.of custodial
parents; we conclude that a Guaranteed Annual income would'have somewhat
stronger effects on familtes than AFDC because the guarantee level would
probably be higher than-current AFDC benefits.' Income maintenance may also
have a more positive effect on families than AFDC because.it reduceS the
stigma that may well have a negative impact on the mental health of poor
custodial *vents. Finally, income maintenance may h a greater effect ,on
faMilies becOfe it does ndt reduce the custodial par 's work incentive is
much as AFDC. This effect, in turn, would not only in ease family income!E
but may, also increase the parent's ieelings of independence and self esteem.,

. . .
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All of these effects could be argued to have t.positlie,impact on the
custodial parept's child rearing capiCities.

;

Similarly, the support tax would have greater positive effects on faMill46'
than Child Support Enforcement. At currently constituted, in fact, Child.-
Support Enforcement would have no positive impact on famiJies in the AFDC part.
of-the program because tliese families would receive no 400lional financial
benefits from the. program. Non-AFDC families,. by contra would receive
substantial financial benefits. In 1980, these benefits averaged about $21110
for the 381,000 faliiilies that participated.ln the program (Office of Child
Support Enforcement, 1980).. Unfortunately, however,' we estimate that at least
4 Million eligible non-AFDC families were hot enrolled in the program. Thus,
none of the AFDC families and only a fraction of the non-AFDC families enjoyed
an increase in disposable income because of Child Support Enforcement.'",

The support tprogram would almost.certainly improve on this
performance. Since every separated or divorced family.would be eligible for
par,ticipation, and indeed could be compelled by law to pafticipatelOwe would
expect a much higher proportion of single-pirent familieS,to be enrolled in .

this program as *Compared with any of-the other programs. Moreover, the
financial benefits from a child support tag .W4P1 d PrObably_he much greater than
those from any, of the other programs. If, as proposed above (p. 21), the
support level were set at $9,,125 for the average family, the program would,
generate, on paper at least, $22.2 billion--more than twice as much as how paid
by AFDC and nearly 14,times as much as collected in both the AFDC and non-AFDC
Child Support Enforcement firograms. We would not expect child support tax

,collections to actually attain this level in practice, but we would argue that:
over time an :Improved collection mechanism--the witholding tax--will
substantially increase the amount of money collected from fathers.

'

A

Recommendations
I

Figure 2, summarizes our ratings of theOfour policies on each criterion.
These ratings lead us.to several conclusions. First, AFUC as presently
constituted is the least desirable policy. . jts major problems are that it
seriously violates the criteria of horizontal equity; efficiency, family
privacy, and paternal responsibility. Criticisms of AFDC have proliferated .

since its enactmept In 1935; most of the criticisms have been similar tothose.
expressed tn this' paper. On the other hand, AFDC:118S served millions of women
and childr8n, ind it is a policy currently in place,. Further, thenation will
always.6ve NA'need for an AFDC-like program for widows,' families with disabled.,
heads, families with unemployed or underemployed heads, and .families in which-
the absent parent cannot be located or is-financially destitute. Thus, we
would be restrained in bur., criticism of AFDC, particularly if it can be
strengthened. by raising gurantewlevels, making AFDC -UP universal, o-reducing 1.*
its negative impact on work incentive,' and, improving the training of intake.

, d'workers and case workerp.
%

Figure 2 also shows that the Guaranteed 'Annual Income subitantialjy
improves on the performance of AFDC.. However, consider the following threefactors. First,'the program would be very expensive; even a program with a
moderate guarantee level and. as reduction.rate of 50% would cost at least $40
billion--about four' times what the-cur*rent:AFIL program costs (see Keeley et
al., 1977b,.pp.16-30).' Second,. the Guaranteed Income produces an unfortunate
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Criteria

Equity:

Vertical

Horizontal
4

Efficiency.

Stigma

Fi gure ' 2 .

Decision Matrix for .Alternative Child Support Poltcie

Alternative Poltcies

Guaranteed Child Support Child SupportAFDC Annual Income Enforcement Tax

Preference Satisfaction

Mothers

Fathers

14mily'Frivapy

Paternal Responsibility.

Effects bh Family

High

Low

Low

:Low

4

High
k

High

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate High

No effect High

Low Moderate

Low Low ,

koclerate Hi gh

Hi gh

Moderate

Hi gh

Moderate

High

Low

Low

High

High

High

High

fgh
ii

...Moderato..

Hi gh

LoW

Low .

Hi gh

Hi gh

Note. The ratings are e*pressed So that "High " is good and "Low" is bad. We acknolwedge that' most oftheseFirings contain an element Of judvments and are therefore something about-which reasonable peoplemight disagree.
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.unintended consequence; namely'intreased marital dissolution rates among
participating families (Hannan et,a1., 1976).. Although reasonable people
might debate whether the..lono mange effect of such marital. dissolutions is
positive or negative for thOlparents and children involved 'see Nye, 1957),
opponents of the Guaranteed.Income could justifiably charge that those who
support.theprogram are willing to further increasethe.nation's'rate of
famlly breal$ip. Third, betause of costs and the evidence. concerning family
clissolUtion, coupled with the current and projected.size,of the federal
government's budget deficit, we would conclude that the feasibility of
ehactment for a program of guacanteed income is extremely low. Finally, our

14 own view is that money to support children should not be paid'from general tax'
revenues until everything possible,has beeh done to insure that those directly-
responsible-,namely noncustodial parentshave paid their share.

The Child Support Erdorcement policy is rated as moderate or high on most

.

.
.

criteria. It is an especially desirable, policy because it forces fathers to
accept the responsibilittoLsupporting*their children-4. If this program is
viewed as .society's attempt to change the social ethic that fathers can ignore
child supportas' well as the natiOns laws and courts--with impunity, one
might .argue that its long.terniheffbct will be very powerful indeed. As
fathers', .including teenage fathers, come to understand that \society is serious-:-
about forcing them io meet their obligations to their children,'we may witness
asubstantial change in the.attitudes and behavior of:fathers.'

There aere, however, two majdr problems with Child Support Enforcement.
First, it constitutes a serious invasion of_privacy, and creates a system that
.is likely to be abused. Our only sotbti on, to this problem is to build as many
safeguards into the system. as possible, and to employ.strict.penalties against
officials who use information about fathers for any purpose other,than.child
support collections.

k .

Second, although the program is still in its infancy, it would ap ear
. that its major weakness is an inability to extract money from the major of
noncustodial parents. Non-AFDC families do not even get into,/he system until

l

the custodial par

went noncustodial parents are.not even known to Enforcement

m Wnt visits local Child Support Enforcementfice. `Thus,
Millions of de
.officials. -Moreover, the specific' mechanisms for-extracting the noncustodial
parent's money are too cumbersome, vary.from state to state, rely too heavily.
on lgcal officials such aii clerks Of court, and depend entirely on the
noncustodial parent having the initiative to make out a.check every month. As
we have seen (pp. 1243)4 such vsystem does not genate 'anything approaching
the 'amount of money needed by single-parent families. In 1978, for example,
only abouli 31% of the child support ordered by'cOurts tips actually paid, and
only'a fraction of thiS amount--perhaps 20%--was a, result of Child Support
Enforcement acti:vitiel. But even these figures are misleading because they
ignore the millions o custodial parents who do not .have4 child support award
and are therefore altogether 1g0T0.0y:the system. , r.

,
.

These tonsiderations lead us' to conclude` that Child Support Enforcement
is a great:improvement on ether policies, but that it needs to become ,,

universal and to'h$1.La more effective method of getting ney, from fathers.

improving the finanCial-stability,0 single- parent famili s. More -.

Thus, we conclude tqf the thild.support.tex may be the p ifferredrpolicy for

'.specifically,. as' kyAartinkel (1902), North Carolina should implement
a .pol icy that includes AheJ0110Wing .proviSlops:
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A formula, enacted by the state legislature, that specifies the
amount of child support owed by noncustodial parents with various
incomes arfd with various numbers of children;

A mandatory payroll Withrldtng mechinIsm;
N

Continuation of the AFDC system to cover families with deceased or, t
disabled noncustodial parents,' .noncustodial parents who have no .or
little income, And nontustodial parents who manage to evade the child
support system;

01V
.

A combined AFDC-chi ld support tax. system thaf guarantees a minimum
level of income to%all single-parent familiet. rf the noncustodial
parent pays an amount above the minimum, the custodial parent would
receive the entird amount; if the noncustodial .parent'pays an amount
below the minimum, then the custodial parent is eligible for the --public system..'

We are aware that these proposals would' constitute' a radical departure_
from current poliqx, Further, we readily admit. that several of.the key
provisions--such ,aT the withholding,Mechanism--may nOt. Itiork;well.br- may
generate.great "poltticat-oppositiOn. 'The solution we recommend is a 3
year experiment in selected North Carolina counties to test the new syst.
Such an experiment would not only help perfect the administOative requirementsand tap' the political feasibility of the child support tax, but would ,also
ge60gte hard data-on the benefits and costs of the child support tax -*

f

approach.

In summary, then, three recommendations should be considered. First,
there willhe a continuing need for a welfare program such as AFDC.
Especially if modified along the lines we have suggested, AFDC can be an
important element of, an overall plan to support single-parent families.
Second, Child Support Enforcement has been a successful program, and North
Carolina should continue vigorous implementation .of this approach to
extracting money from noncustodial parents. Third, because the mechanism for
collecting money from noncustodial parents in the Child Support EnforcemeptProgram may not be powerful enough to ensure income adequacy for milliond,of
single-parent families,' North' Carolina should explOre new' approaches to
collecting money. In particular, WO recommend a child support-withholding tax
that would be mandatory for all noncustodial parents. Because this program is
untested, our specific recommendation* is that-steps be taken to conduct an
experiMent in several North Carolina counties to study the effectiveness of
the tax approach and the administrative feasibility of the entire program.
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